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ADAMS/index/html. If you do not have
access to ADAMS or if there are
problems in accessing the documents
located in ADAMS, please contact the
NRC Public Document Room (PDR)
Reference staff at 1–800–397–4209, 301–
415–4737 or by e-mail to pdr@nrc.gov.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 20th day
of August 2001.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Jack Donohew,
Senior Project Manager, Section 2, Project
Directorate IV, Division of Licensing Project
Management, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.
[FR Doc. 01–21581 Filed 8–24–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

[Docket Nos. 50–445 and 50–446]

TXU Electric; Comanche Peak Steam
Electric Station, Units 1 and 2
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) is considering
issuance of amendments to Facility
Operating License (FOL) Nos. NPF–87
and NPF–89, issued to TXU Electric
(TXU or the licensee), for operation of
the Comanche Peak Steam Electric
Station (CPSES), Units 1 and 2, located
in Somervell and Hood Counties, Texas.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of the Proposed Action

The proposed license amendments
would amend the FOLs, and change the
Technical Specifications, to increase the
maximum, licensed, thermal power of
both CPSES, Units 1 and 2, to 3458
MWt, which would represent an
increase of approximately 1.4 percent of
the currently licensed thermal power for
CPSES, Unit 1, and an increase of
approximately 0.4 percent for CPSES,
Unit 2. In addition, TXU requests that
Texas Municipal Power Agency (TMPA)
be removed from both Units 1 and 2
licenses since transfer of ownership
from TMPA to TXU was completed.

The proposed action is in accordance
with the licensee’s application for
license amendment dated April 5, 2001.
Section 6.0 of Attachment 2 to the
licensee’s April 5, 2001, application
contains the licensee’s Environmental
Evaluation.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The proposed action would allow an
increase in power generation at CPSES,
Units 1 and 2, to provide additional
electrical power for distribution to the

grid. In certain circumstances, power
uprate has been recognized as a safe and
cost-effective method to increase
generating capacity. The deletion of
TMPA from FOL Nos. NPF–87 and
NPF–89 is needed in order to accurately
reflect the ownership status of CPSES.

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

The NRC has previously evaluated the
environmental impact of operation of
CPSES, Units 1 and 2, as described in
NUREG–0775, ‘‘Final Environmental
Statement Related to the Operation of
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station,
Units 1 and 2,’’ September 1981. With
regard to consequences of postulated
accidents, the licensee has analyzed the
design-basis accident doses for the
exclusion area boundary, low
population zone, and the control room
dose to the operators and determined
that there will be a small increase in
these doses; however, the analysis
presented in NUREG–0775 postulates
these doses resulting from releases at
104.5 percent of the currently licensed
power level. Thus, the increase in
postulated doses due to design-basis
accidents is bounded by the previous
evaluation presented in NUREG–0775
and are within the applicable limits of
General Design Criterion 19 of
Appendix A to Title 10 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Part 50
and the applicable limits of 10 CFR Part
100. No increase in the probability of
these accidents is expected to occur.

With regard to normal releases,
calculations have been performed that
show the potential impact on the
radiological effluents from the proposed
increase in power level of CPSES, Units
1 and 2. For the proposed increase in
power level for CPSES, Units 1 and 2,
the calculations show that the offsite
doses from normal effluent releases
remain significantly below the bounding
limits of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix I.
Normal annual average gaseous release
remains limited to a small fraction of 10
CFR Part 20 limits for identified
mixtures. Solid and liquid waste
processing systems are expected to
operate within their design
requirements. More frequent operation
of these systems may lead to a slight
increase in solid and liquid production,
but this increase is not expected to be
significant.

The NRC has completed its evaluation
of the proposed action, and concludes
that the proposed action will not
increase the probability or consequences
of accidents, no changes are being made
in the types of any effluents that may be
released off site, and there is no
significant increase in occupational or

public radiation exposure. Therefore,
there are no significant radiological
environmental impacts associated with
the proposed action.

With regard to potential
nonradiological impacts, the proposed
action does not have a potential to affect
historic sites. With regard to thermal
discharges to the Squaw Creek
Reservoir, a small increase in the
circulating water discharge temperature
is expected due to the proposed increase
in maximum thermal power for CPSES,
Units 1 and 2. The increase is expected
to be less than .25 degrees Fahrenheit,
and therefore, insignificant. Existing
administrative controls ensure the
conduct of adequate monitoring, such
that appropriate actions can be taken to
preclude exceeding National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permitted limits. No additional
monitoring requirements or other
changes relative to the NPDES permit
are required as a result of the proposed
increase in maximum thermal power for
CPSES, Units 1 and 2 and there will be
no increase in water usage.

Therefore, as described in the
preceding discussion, the proposed
increase in maximum thermal power for
CPSES, Units 1 and 2, would not have
a significant environmental impact on
the Squaw Creek Reservoir.

With regard to deletion of TMPA from
FOL Nos. NPF–87 and NPF–89, this
action is administrative in nature in that
the transfer of ownership has already
occurred in accordance with FOL
license conditions. Accordingly, the
deletion of TMPA from FOL Nos. NPF–
87 and NPF–89 has neither radiological
nor nonradiological impact.

Based upon the above, the NRC
concludes that the proposed action does
not significantly affect nonradiological
plant effluents and has no other
environmental impact. Therefore, there
are no significant nonradiological
environmental impacts associated with
the proposed action.

Accordingly, the NRC concludes that
there are no significant environmental
impacts associated with the proposed
action.

Environmental Impacts of the
Alternatives to the Proposed Action

As an alternative to the proposed
action, the staff considered denial of the
proposed action (i.e., the ‘‘no-action’’
alternative). Denial of the application
would result in no change in current
environmental impacts. The
environmental impacts of the proposed
action and the alternative action are
similar.
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Alternative Use of Resources
The action does not involve the use of

any different resource than those
previously considered in NUREG–0775.

Agencies and Persons Consulted
On August 1, 2001, the NRC staff

consulted with the Texas State official,
Mr. Authur Tate of the Texas
Department of Health, Bureau of
Radiation Control, regarding the
environmental impact of the proposed
action. The State official had no
comments.

Finding of No Significant Impact
On the basis of the environmental

assessment, the NRC concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
NRC has determined not to prepare an
environmental impact statement for the
proposed action.

For further details with respect to the
proposed action, see the licensee’s letter
dated April 5, 2001. Documents may be
examined, and/or copied for a fee, a the
NRC’s Public Document Room, located
at One White Flint North, 11555
Rockville Pike (first floor), Rockville,
Maryland. Publically available records
will be accessible electronically from
the ADAMS Public Library component
on the NRC Web site, http://
www.nrc.gov (the Public Electronic
Reading Room). If you do not have
access to ADAMS or if there are
problems in accessing the documents
located in ADAMS, contact the NRC
Public Document Room (PDR) Reference
staff at 1–800–397–4209, 301–415–4737,
or by e-mail at pdr@nrc.gov.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 21st day
of August, 2001.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Robert A. Gramm,
Chief, Section 1, Project Directorate IV,
Division of Licensing Project Management,
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 01–21583 Filed 8–24–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Regulatory Guides; Withdrawal

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
is withdrawing Regulatory Guide 1.120,
‘‘Fire Protection Guidelines for Nuclear
Power Plants.’’ Revision 1 of Regulatory
Guide 1.120 was issued in November
1977.

Regulatory Guide 1.120 is being
withdrawn because Regulatory Guide
1.189, ‘‘Fire Protection for Operating
Nuclear Power Plants,’’ contains

comprehensive guidance on fire
protection, and therefore supersedes
Regulatory Guide 1.120. However, the
withdrawal of Regulatory Guide 1.120
does not alter any prior or existing
licensing commitments based on its use.

Regulatory guides may also be
withdrawn when they are superseded
by the NRC’s regulations, when
equivalent recommendations have been
incorporated in applicable approved
codes and standards, or when changes
in methods and techniques or in the
need for specific guidance have made
them obsolete.

Comments and suggestions in
connection with guides currently being
developed and published guides are
encouraged at any time. Written
comments may be submitted to the
Rules and Directives Branch, Division of
Administrative Services, Office of
Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555. (5
U.S.C. 552(a))

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 15th day
of August 2001.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Ashok C. Thadani,
Director, Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research.
[FR Doc. 01–21580 Filed 8–24–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

POSTAL SERVICE

Sunshine Act Meeting

Postal Service Board of Governors
Meeting

TIME AND DATES: 8:00 a.m., Monday,
September 10, 2001; 8:30 a.m., Tuesday,
September 11, 2001; and 10:30 a.m.,
Tuesday, September 11, 2001.
PLACE: Washington, D.C., at U.S. Postal
Service Headquarters, 475 L’Enfant
Plaza, SW., in the Benjamin Franklin
Room.
STATUS: September 10 (Closed);
September 11—8:30 a.m. (Open); 10:30
a.m. (Closed).
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 

Monday, September 10—8:00 a.m.
(Closed)

1. Pay for Performance Program.
2. Financial Performance.
3. Fiscal Year 2002 Integrated Financial

Plan.
4. Rate Case Briefing.
5. Office of Inspector General Fiscal

Year 2002 Budget.
6. Strategic Planning.
7. Personnel Matters and Compensation

Issues.

Tuesday, September 11—8:30 a.m.
(Open)
1. Minutes of the Previous Meetings,

July 9–10, and August 6, 2001.
2. Remarks of the Postmaster General/

Chief Executive Officer.
3. Postal Rate Commission Fiscal Year

2002 Budget.
4. Consideration of Borrowing

Resolution.
5. Preliminary Fiscal Year 2003

Appropriation Request.
6. Fiscal Year 2002 Operating Budget.
7. Fiscal Year 2002 Capital Investment

Plan.
8. Fiscal Year 2002 Financing Plan.
9. Capital Investment.

a. Priority Mail Processing Center
Network—Lease Renewal Option.

10. Tentative Agenda for the October 1–
2, 2001, meeting in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania.

Tuesday, September 11—10:30 a.m.
(Open)
1. Continuation of Monday’s Closed

Agenda.
CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE INFORMATION:
David G. Hunter, Secretary of the Board,
U.S. Postal Service, 475 L’Enfant Plaza,
SW., Washington, DC 20260–1000.
Telephone (202) 268–4800.

David G. Hunter,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 01–21713 Filed 8–23–01; 2:55 pm]
BILLING CODE 7710–12–M

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

Proposed Collection; Comment
Request

Upon Written Request, Copies Available
From: Securities and Exchange
Commission, Office of Filings and
Information Services, Washington, DC
20549.

Extension:
Form 3, OMB Control No. 3235–0104; SEC

File No. 270–125.
Form 4, OMB Control No. 3235–0287; SEC

File No. 270–126.
Form 5, OMB Control No. 3235–0362; SEC

File No. 270–323.

Notice is hereby given that pursuant
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.) the Securities
and Exchange Commission
(‘‘Commission’’) is soliciting comments
on the collections of information
summarized below. The Commission
plans to submit these existing
collections of information to the Office
of Management and Budget for
extension and approval.

Forms 3, 4 and 5 are filed by insiders
of public companies that have a class of
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